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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1 - 1 7 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

3. The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Parsonnet et al, U.S. 
Patent Application Publication 2002/0138546 (hereinafter Parsonnet). 
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5. As per claim 1, Parsonnet taught the invention as claimed comprising: 

a first computer system associated with a user (1 10, fig. 1; page 3, paragraph 40), the first 
computer system including a display unit to display a first window associated with the 
user request (e.g. browser) (page 4, paragraph 52; page 5, paragraphs 55 and 60), the first 
computer system further adapted to transmit a message associated with the user request 
(page 9, paragraph 96); and 

a second computer system associated with a service provider (150, fig. 1; page 3, 
paragraph 40); the second computer system including a display unit to display a second 
window associated with the user request (e.g. browser) (page 4, paragraph 52-page 5, 
paragraph 53), the second computer system further adapted to receive the message (page 
9, paragraph 97) and display the message in the second window at the second computer 
system (page 6, paragraph 64). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 2-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parsonnet in 
view of Ozzie et al, U.S. Patent 6,640,241 (hereinafter Ozzie). 

8. As per claim 2, Parsonnet taught the invention as claimed including a first computer 
system associated with a user coupled to a second computer system associated with a service 
provider (fig. 1), a method of communication between the user and the service provider 
comprising: 

providing a first window at the first computer system associated with a user request (e.g. 
browser) (page 4, paragraph 52; page 5, paragraph 60); 

providing a second window at the second computer system associated with the user 
request (e.g. browser) (page 4, paragraph 52-page 5, paragraph 53); 
transmitting a message associated with the user request from the first computer system to 
the second computer system (page 9, paragraph 97); and 

displaying the message in the second window at the second computer system (page 6, 
paragraph 64). 

9. Parsonnet did not teach detecting and displaying status information for the user request. 
Ozzie taught a similar system comprising: 

detecting status information for the user request (col. 17, lines 31-35); and 
displaying the status information in the second window at the second computer system 
(col. 17, lines 58-col. 18, lines 18). 
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10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet and Ozzie because Ozzie's system of detecting 
and displaying status information for the user request would increase the user alertness of 
Parsonnet' s system by providing user with notification of the available service providers. 

11. As per claim 3, Parsonnet and Ozzie taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 2 above. Ozzie further taught wherein said status information includes one of online, 
offline, and active (col. 16, lines 64-66; col. 17, lines 31-35; col. 18, lines 6-11). 

12. As per claim 4, Parsonnet taught the invention as claimed comprising: 

a central computer system (180, fig. 1) adapted to be coupled to a first computer system 
associated with a user (110, fig. 1) and to receive said user request from said first 
computer system (page 3, paragraph 40); said central computer system further adapted to 
be coupled to a plurality of second computer systems (150, 160, 170, fig. 1), each 
associated with a service provider (fig. 1; page 4, paragraph 44); 
wherein said first and second computer are adapted to display first and second windows, 
respectively, associated with the user request (e.g. browser) (page 4, paragraph 52; page 
5, paragraph 55; page 6, paragraph 64). 

13. Parsonnet did not teach detecting and displaying status information for the user request. 
Ozzie taught a similar system comprising: 
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a server adapted to detect status information for the user request and display said status 
information in said first and second windows (col. 17, line 58-col. 18, lines 18). 

14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet and Ozzie because Ozzie 5 s system of detecting 
and displaying status information for the user request would increase the user alertness of 
Parsonnet's system by providing user with notification of the available service providers. 

15. As per claim 5, Parsonnet and Ozzie taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 4 above. Parsonnet further taught wherein said first and second computer systems are 
adapted to display messages associated with said user request in said first and second windows, 
respectively (page 5, paragraph 55; page 6, paragraph 64). 

16. As per claim 6, Parsonnet and Ozzie taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 5 above. Parsonnet further taught wherein one of said second computer system is 
associated with a owner business manager and is adapted to control which of said messages are 
displayed on each of said second computer systems (page 5, paragraph 58; page 9, paragraph 
97). 



17. As per claim 7, Parsonnet and Ozzie taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 6 above. Parsonnet further taught wherein control of which of said messages are displayed 
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on each of said computer systems is based on a set of business rules (page 8, paragraph 81; page 
9, paragraph 97). 

18. Claims 8-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parsonnet 
and Ozzie in view of Cogger et al, U.S. Patent 6,032,184 (hereinafter Cogger). 

19. As per claim 8, Parsonnet and Ozzie taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 4 above. Parsonnet and Ozzie did not teach the status information for the user request 
comprises a request state. Cogger taught wherein status information for said user request 
comprises a request state and said request state is one of opened/not assigned, assigned/not 
resolved, and resolved (col. 2, lines 27-33; col. 4, lines 15-26; col. 16, line 64-col. 17, line 15). 

20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger because Cogger's teaching 
of including the request state for the user request would increase the user alertness of Parsonnet's 
and Ozzie' s systems by allowing a user to identify the status of all trouble tickets pertaining to 
his organization (col. 2, lines 42-46). 

21 . As per claim 9, Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 8 above. Cogger further taught wherein said request status changes from 
assigned/ not resolved to resolved when a proposed answer from one of the service providers is 
accepted by the user (col. 15, lines 34-38; col. 16, lines 42-54). 
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22. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger because Cogger's teaching 
of including the request state for the user request would increase the user alertness of Parsonnet' s 
and Ozzie' s systems by allowing a user to identify the status of all trouble tickets pertaining to 
his organization (col. 2, lines 42-46). 

23. As per claim 10, Parsonnet taught the invention as claimed comprising: 
transmitting a user request from a first computer system associated with a user to a 
central computer system (page 9, paragraph 96); 

selecting said user request via a second computer system associated with a service 
provider (page 9, paragraphs 97 and 98); and 

providing a display window at each of said first and second computers (e.g. browser) 
(page 4, paragraph 52-page 5, paragraph 53; page 5, paragraph 60). 

24. Parsonnet did not teach displaying status information for the user request. Ozzie taught a 
similar system comprising: 

displaying the status information in the display windows (col. 17, lines 58-col. 18, lines 
18). 



25. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet and Ozzie because Ozzie' s system of detecting 
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and displaying status information for the user request would increase the user alertness of 
Parsonnet's system by providing user with notification of the available service providers. 

26. Parsonnet and Ozzie did not teach assigning status information to the user request. 
Cogger taught a similar system comprising: 

assigning status information to the user request (col. 2, lines 27-33; col. 4, lines 15-26; 
col. 16,line 64-col. 17, line 15). 

27. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger because Cogger's teaching 
of including the request state for the user request would increase the user alertness of Parsonnet's 
and Ozzie' s systems by allowing a user to identify the status of all trouble tickets pertaining to 
his organization (col. 2, lines 42-46). 

28. As per claim 1 1 , Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 10 above. Parsonnet further taught wherein said selecting step further 
comprises: 

displaying said user request at said second computer system (page 6, paragraph 64); and 
displaying competitive offers for service of said user request (page 1, paragraph 3) . 

29. As per claim 12, Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 10 above. Parsonnet and Cogger further taught comprises: 
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displaying said user request at said second computer system (see Parsonnet, page 6, 
paragraph 64); and 

displaying a user priority for said user request (see Cogger, fig. 7; col. 13, lines 56-63; 
col. 15, lines 57-63). 

30. As per claim 13, Parsonnet taught the invention as claimed comprising: 
transmitting a user request from a first computer system associated with a user to a 
central computer system (page 9, paragraph 96); . 

providing said user request to plurality of second computer systems, each associated with 
a service provider (page 9, paragraph 97); 

providing offers for service of said user request to the first computer system (page 1 , 
paragraph 3); and 

displaying said offers at said first computer system (page 1, paragraph 3). 

3 1 . Parsonnet did not teach displaying status information for the user request. Ozzie taught a 
similar system comprising: 

displaying the status information for the user request (col. 17, lines 58-col. 18, lines 18). 

32. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet and Ozzie because Ozzie' s system of detecting 
and displaying status information for the user request would increase the user alertness of 
Parsonnet's system by providing user with notification of the available service providers. 
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33. Parsonnet and Ozzie did not teach assigning status information to the user request. 
Cogger taught a similar system comprising: 

assigning status information to the user request (col. 2, lines 27-33; col. 4, lines 15-26; 
col. 16,line 64-col. 17, line 15). 

34. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger because Cogger's teaching 
of including the request state for the user request would increase the user alertness of Parsonnet 5 s 
and Ozzie' s systems by allowing a user to identify the status of all trouble tickets pertaining to 
his organization (col. 2, lines 42-46). 

35. As per claim 14, Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 13 above. Parsonnet further taught comprising: 

displaying rating information for service providers associated with said offers at said first 
computer system (page 1 , paragraph 3); and 

selecting one of said offers at said first computer system (page 1, paragraph 3). 

36. As per claim 1 5, Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 14 above. Parsonnet and Ozzie further taught comprising: 

displaying presence information for service providers associated with said offers at said 
first computer system (see Ozzie, col. 17, line 58-col. 18, line 18); and 
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selecting one of said offers at said first computer system (see Parsonnet, page 1, 
paragraph 3). 

37. As per claim 16, Parsonnet taught the invention as claimed comprising: 

transmitting a user request from a first computer system associated with a user to a 
central computer system (page 9, paragraph 96); 

selecting said user request via a second computer system associated with a primary 
service provider (page 9, paragraphs 97 and 98); and 

providing a display window at each of said first and second computers (e.g. browser) 
(page 4, paragraph 52-page 5, paragraph 53; page 5, paragraph 60), wherein said first and 
second compute systems are adapted to display messages associated with said user 
request (page 5, paragraph 55; page 6, paragraph 64). 



38. Parsonnet did not teach displaying status information for the user request. Ozzie taught a 
similar system comprising: 

displaying the status information in the display windows (col. 17, lines 58-coL 18, lines 
18). 

39. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet and Ozzie because Ozzie' s system of detecting 
and displaying status information for the user request would increase the user alertness of 
Parsonnet's system by providing user with notification of the available service providers. 
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40. Parsonnet and Ozzie did not teach assigning status information to the user request. 
Cogger taught a similar system comprising: 

assigning status information to the user request (col. 2, lines 27-33; col. 4, lines 15-26; 
col. 16,line 64-col. 17, line 15). 

transmitting a collaboration request from said second computer system to a third 
computer system associated with a secondary service provider and accepting said 
collaboration request at said third computer system (col. 15, line 64-col. 16, line 54). 

41. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger because Cogger's teaching 
of including the request state for the user request would increase the user alertness of Parsonnet' s 
and Ozzie's systems by allowing a user to identify the status of all trouble tickets pertaining to 
his organization (col. 2, lines 42-46). 

42. As per claim 17, Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 16 above. Cogger further taught wherein on said primary and secondary 
service providers has ownership of said user request, the method further comprising: 

transferring ownership of said user request between said primary and secondary service 
providers (col. 15, line 64-col. 16, line 54). 
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43. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Parsonnet, Ozzie and Cogger because Cogger's teaching 
of transferring ownership of said user request between service provider would increase the 
efficiency of Parsonnet's and Ozzie's systems by providing an all inclusive service request 
contact point that a user may submit all service inquiries to a single location without regard to 
the location of the network event within the network (col. 16, lines 3 1-38). 



CONCLUSION 

44. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Vitale et al, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0254757, disclosed a system for a 
user to order services from a service provider. 

Yoza et al, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0133616, disclosed a system for 
service provider to provide services to a user. 

Carolan et al, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/0049737, disclosed a system for 
allowing a user to select a service provider from a plurality of service providers. 



45. A shortened statutory period for reply to this Office action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. Any inquiry concerning this communication or 
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earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Philip C Lee whose telephone 
number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM 
Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571)272-3964. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
(703)872-9306. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)350-6121. 
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